a legal no-man's land. Instead, it is argued that, despite increasingly coercive Security Council mandates, peacekeepers remain subject to international human rights law standards when using weapons and, only exceptionally, when actively engaged as combatants within an armed conflict situation, to international humanitarian law standards, where the right to life is qualified by those laws of war that allow 'enemy' combatants to be engaged with lethal force. 
Widening of Defensive Use of Force
Over the lifetime of peacekeeping operations there has been confusion as to the nature and level of force that peacekeepers are permitted to use. At its core the limited use of force available to peacekeepers means self-defense, which is normally interpreted narrowly to cover a peacekeeper using force in defense of his own life and those of his comrades.
While the first force deployed to Suez in 1956 (UNEF) stuck to a narrow interpretation of self-defense by using light arms to defend itself, by 1960 there was an alternative version of peacekeeping in the Congo (ONUC). ONUC did initially confine its use force to self-defense when overseeing the withdrawal of Belgian troops, but that proved inadequate when its task became the elimination of the mercenaries supporting the Katangese secession. In reality, in This would all suggest that international humanitarian law does not play a significant role in a post-war situation to which peacekeepers are deployed, and it is the jus post bellum, more 5 Prosecutor v. Tadić (1996) 
Conclusion
While the Security Council may feel it has discharged its primary responsibility for peace and security by introducing Chapter VII and 'necessary measures' into the mandates of modern peace operations, it leaves the situation on the ground unclear. Peacekeepers are required to use lethal force to protect civilians and to protect the peace process but what this chapter has argued is that, in so doing, they are bound by the principles of human rights law and only exceptionally by those of international humanitarian law.
While it is possible to reconcile the 'protection mandates' given to modern peace operations with the restrictions on the arbitrary deprivation of life contained in human rights law, care must be taken, as pressure is increased on peacekeepers and TCNs from mandates being produced by the Security Council, not to stray into a legal no-man's land between human rights law and humanitarian law. In this zone individuals would not have clear rights under human rights law nor would they be protected under the laws of war, meaning that the use of lethal force in such a zone is likely to be both abused and unaccountable. Of course there is great concern that peacekeepers use force when necessary to protect civilians under existential threat, but we must be careful to ensure that while more is done to achieve this laudable aim we do not encourage the excessive use of force by peacekeepers that may itself leads to the arbitrary deprivation of life.
